Application No, 10/500,095 



Reply to Office Action 



REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The Office action dated December 5, 2006 has been carefully considered. Claims 1, 3 
and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,946,023 
(Heinold), Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Heinold. 
Claims 4-12 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form. 

First of all, the Applicant desires to thank the Examiner for acknowledging allowable 
subject matter over the sole prior art reference applied (US~A~4,946,023 - Heinold) in dependent 
claims 4 to 12 if rewritten in independent form. In this response, claims 1 and 4 have . been 
rewritten in independent form as new claim 14. However, the Applicant is holding in abeyance 
amending independent claim 1 to include any of the allowable dependent claims because, 
contrary to the Office action, claim 1 recites features neither found nor suggested by Heinold. 
Nevertheless, the Applicant underlines that, an allowable new main claim 1 is obtainable by 
merging any of claims 4-12 into claim 1 and amending the dependency of the remaining claims. 
New claim 15 has also been added to the claim set in this response. New claim 15 is claims 1 
and 2 rewritten in independent form. 

After carefully considering the content of the outstanding Office action, the Applicant 
traverses and requests reconsideration of the rejections of pending main claim 1 and dependent 
claim 2 as being unpatentable over Heinold. The Office action fails to take into consideration all 
of the features recited in rejected claims 1 and 2, features which give rise to a combination 
neither shown nor taught, nor even indirectly suggested by Heinold. 

As correctly stated in the Office action, Heinold teaches a conveyor system as does the 
present application. However, while the present application relates to a conveyor system for 
feeding an assembly or working line in a factory with items (e.g., cars) to be assembled or 
otherwise worked on, (e.g., painted), Heinold relates to a conveyor system for garment hangers, 
which is quite a different application. 
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Not surprisingly, therefore, the general structure taught by Heinold for his conveyor 
system is quite different from the general structure of the conveyor systems taught by the present 
application, as defined by the combination of items/features recited in main claim 1 and in 
dependent claim 2. 

Although directed to a completely different purpose, the Office action states that Heinold 
teaches a conveyor system comprising: 

i) a number of trucks trolleys or trucks (1) each traversing a series of rails (2) and 
having rollers (11) and pads (10) spaced apart; 

ii) a powered belt (26) equipped with teeth (21,22,23) able to engage with pads 10 of the 
trucks to move the trucks along the rails; 

iii) wherein rail sections without a powered belt positioned above them are interpreted by 
the Office action as non-powered sections. 

Regardless of whether this characterization in the Office action of the teachings in 
Heinold is accurate, it does not describe the claimed invention as recited in claim 1 . Among 
other things, claim 1 requires the following: 

0 a plurality of powered a nd non : powered sections, such as "a number of independent 
modules [11], each comprising . a powered belt," a "push module [lib] having a 
powered belt" that pushes the train of trucks at a predetermined speed, as well as a 
"number of modules [11a] having no powered belt " (See Application, Figure 1); 

ii) the pads of the trucks being spaced apart to a distance so that at least one pad of the 
truck always engage s a power ed belt when the trucks moves from one powered 
section or module to another powered section ; and 

iii) the trucks being provided with "stop means" (26) for forming along the working line 
formed by the "train" of non-powered sections a "train of trucks contacting one 
another" along said rails (See Application, Figure 2). ' 
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Heinold neither shows nor describes, even in an implicit manner, the presence of other 
powered sections, which the Office action acknowledges on page 3 in relation to the 
(respectfully improper) rejection of claim 2 under 35 USC 103(a). 

Moreover, Heinold does not show or teach any stop means for the trucks, also since the 
trolleys 1 of Heinold appear to be designed, as well as the powered belt 26, to avoid any contact 
between the trolleys. Belt 26 is in fact designed to receive trolleys 1 by gravity through an 
inclined non- powered section (see Heinold, column 4, lines 64-68) and to bring one trolley 
through the loading station 13 and towards the end of belt 26, close to sprocket 25, via teeth 22, 
23 before the following trolley may be engaged by teeth 20, 21 close to sprocket 24 (see Heinold 
column 6, lines 30-44). 

Accordingly, the rejection of claim 1 is improper and should be withdrawn. The 
combination of features recited in main claim 1, including a plurality of powered and non- 
powered sections or modules, as well as the stop means for forming a train of trucks contacting 
one another, is novel and unobvious with respect to the teachings of Heinold, 

Moreover, in the Applicant's opinion, providing the conveyor system of Heinold with a 
plurality of powered sections (e.g., by adding a plurality of powered belts 26 suspended over 
rails 2) is not obvious to a person skilled in the art of conveyors, especially having no other 
suggestion than the very same teaching of Heinold only, In fact, belt 26 of Heinold is provided 
on rails 2 for the specific purpose of guiding in a controlled manner the trolle ys through a 
loading station 13 and not to merely move the trolleys along rails 2. Therefore, the skilled 
person does not see any necessity to introduce other powered belts BUT in conjunction with 
another loading station, which is however absent because only a single powered belt 26 is needed 
to guide the trolley through the sole loading station of Heinold (Heinold, column 5, lines 33-61), 
Moreover, powered belt 26 is not a toothed belt of the kind used in the present invention; it is 
provided only with two pairs of teeth 20, 21 and 22, 23, spaced far apart so that the spacing 
between the adjacent pairs of teeth equals the whole length of the lower stretch of the conveyor 
(see Heinold, column 6, lines 40-44). Accordingly, powered belt 26 is unable, without 
modifications, to provide guidance to bring one truck to another s imilarly powered section 
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placed downstream, while at the same time receivin g another truck from the powered section 
immediately upstream . 

In the end, the hypothetical modification stated by the Office action, may be taken into 
consideration by the skilled artisan only with the hindsight of the present invention. Therefore, 
the present invention as recited in main independent claim 1 is not obvious over Heinold. 

Likewise, also the stop means recited in claim 1 of the present application are not only 
NOT present in Heinold but, above all, they are completely useless for the conveyor of Heinold 
because the powered belt 26 is designed to avoid contact between the trolleys. Again, therefore, 
the skilled artisan has no hint to add this further feature in Heinold to reach the present invention. 
In fact, Heinold teaches away from using the stop means of independent claim 1 of the present 
application. 

Coming now to rejection of dependent claim 2 under 35 USC §1 03(a), it is respectfully 
submitted that this claim does not teach the addition of a further powered module to those 
already recited in claim 1, as the Office action seems to have stated (See Office action, page 3). 
Instead, claim 2 recites the presence, in combination with the features of claim 1, of a further 
module having a belt but no power (a "brake module"). 

This module according to claim 2 cannot therefore be considered equivalent neither to the 
powered section of Heinold, wherein a powered belt is present, nor to the non-powered sections 
of Heinold, wherein simply no belts are present. 

Accordingly, the rejection of claim 2 over Heinold is respectfully deemed by the 
Applicant as improperly taken and is therefore respectfully traversed. 

It is finally respectfully submitted that even if the mere combination of powered and non- 
powered sections in a conveyor could be deemed hypothetically as prima facie obvious, the 
combination of the subject matter of claims 1 and 2 in claim 15 would nevertheless then be 
surely new and not obvious. 
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Conclusion 

In summary, neither the Heinold patent nor any other prior art of record, either singly or 
in combination, teaches or suggests the claimed invention. The Applicant respectfully submits 
that the patent application is in condition for allowance. If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a 
telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of the subject application, the Examiner is 
invited to call the undersigned attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Date: March 5, 2007 



Jehffltf Conklin, Reg. No. 30,369" 
LEYBIG, VOIT & MAYER, LTD. 
Two Prudential Plaza, Suite 4900 
180 North Stetson Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 60601-6780 
(312) 616-5600 (telephone) 
(312) 616-5700 (facsimile) 



Page 10 of 10 



